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introduct ion g
' N
) : .
" e Y )
~The Comprehensive School Mathematics Program is a K-6 mathematics
curriculum developed by CEMREE, fﬁi{; one of the regional educational -
laboratories funded by the National Institute for Education: through 1982,
Fina;<production of materials and summary evaluation reports were completed by
McREL, another of the NIE educational regional laboratories:
I. ‘
- - S - T v
During the development and pilot testing of this curriculum; an extensive
o ¥ : '
evaluation was con

ducted by an evalustion staff independent of

the program
developers and guided by an external Evaluation Panel. The work took place
over a period of nine years in cbbpérétiﬁh with approximately 40 school
districts at one time or another.

This report is essentially a "map" of_the available evaluation reports,
together with a ggig brief summary of each: The best single summary report,
integrating all previous reports, will be completed and available from NIE in
December,; 1983.

°



o Classification of Reports .

‘—Tﬁé two tables on the next pages ciéésifyirépbftéjfféﬁ a) the Evaluation
Reports which describe general evaluation studiss conductsd by EEMREL's
Mathemat ics Research and Evaluation Studies group (MRES) and b) Cooperat ive

. cooperating school districts and MRES.
?
‘e reports themselves are listed along the left margin of the tables:
‘¢ - o 7'7777 o ) o ’
The varipus- subject matters of these reports are listed across the top. : Then

in the table are numbers (or in some cases a range of numbers). Each number

"in the margin, (b) the subject matter of that report (given directly above it
at the top) (c) the grade lavel(s) of the student and/or teachers involved.

) -

Some of the numbers are circled. This signifies that the indicated report

covers the school year when the major evaluation effort was being made at that

grade level. Thus an uncircled number signifies that the report covers a time
when the major evaluation effort wasgfbcu§éa on another grade level:
>
Hence if one wished (for iasEanceL to read the report on the major
findings relative to standardized tests at the third grédéliévai, one would
first locate that subject at the top and then read directly below it until

(in this instance 4=B=1).

<
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Bedford, 8
Detroit, 81
.Grinnell; 81
Harrisonville,; 81
Janesvilie; 81
Janesville, 81
Ladue; 81

New Orleans; 81

Ann Acbor, g2
Bronx; 82
Detroit, 82
Glendale, 82
Gicbe;Jéi'
Héwaif; 82

“ Janesville, 82
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Description -of Cooperative Research Studies

Grade Type of
Level Community
2 - Exurban :
N R

2 Urban

2-4 Small City
2-6 Small City

2-4 Small City

Gifted (G) or Number of _ _ Page.
Regular (R))y Classes Tested Number
R N 4 . Ts7

Title I 20 S8
6 5 59

G 3 60

G 21 61

Implementation Study _ 62

6  Suburban

2,3;6 Urban

2;3 Small City

4 . Urban

.“

* Urban
2=5  Small City

2 - Small City

2 Suburban

2-5  Small City G

7

»

o

R" 12 63

Title I 25 64
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R ‘ R 70
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Evaluat ion Report 1-A-1 J

Overview, Design and Implementation / o

L. 19 N \ ;

The ‘purpose of this report is three fold. Firét, a description is given of

éSMP; botp as a deveiopment project and as a prdebt— ie. as a mathematics :
a ) >

éurriéUIGﬁ. ‘Second, the goals of the evaluatlon and the -kinds of questions 1t

v

is intended to answer are described. Thlrd the desxgn of the pllOt trial and

‘the partlcqlar data and instruments used "to collect that data durlng the First
(‘ . -
year of the pllot trial are given: o "

- L - 4

Thus this report is intended to be a background report describing 4he
. . _ N o S ¥ o _
general nature of the program and the way in which the evaluation is beifg

carried out rather than a presentation of any actual reéditéz Report 1-A-3

o

gives a summary of the results from the First year, the other rEpﬁrtélprévide

data attendlng to particular i s” es. HopeFully the present report will serve as

»

an "organlzer" for the many evaluat ion reports of this ser1es.<h :

s

¥




External Review of CSMP Materials P RN

19?5

. L L
In order to have the éﬁﬂﬁdﬁé%éiéﬁa féié%éﬁéé Bflfﬁé program appraised; the

program agreed to the selection of an 1ndependent set of math educatxon experts

For the purpose oﬁ’rev1ew1ng the materials:  In the field of mathematics

- - - \ ¢ T
education; and one suspetts within any academic discipline; there is a wide

divergence of opinion as to what pedagogy should be used to teach what content
) . _ ol . _ ) P _ .
to school children.: Therefore the program is to be commended for wholeheartedly

cooperating in an enterprise which’ it could avoid and which could produce rather

embar3851ng results. - o
A ’ . _
: : : &

-

RN
3

Five persons were sSelected:

N

! . ; , .
Professor Shirley Hill ' , o

University of Missouri - at Kansas Cxty R T
Professor Dagf@ Christie .

Bowdoin College o i ' : 3

Professor tgoriard Gillman S g

Un:verSIty of Texas at Austin

Professor George Springer
Indiana UhiVéféity '

~ Professor Sherman Stein } ,. .
" University of California at Davis

Dr. ShyTléy Hill agreed to serve as chairman of the group an to summarize the

set of reviews;

’

“This report gives each expert's review verbatim in addifion to Dr: Hill's

: summary. : 5 : :
, 4 g _ ; .

8= i1
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R , - Evaluation Report 1-A-3
Final Summary Report Year. 1
p o 1974

»

‘The present report 18 an atteﬁpt to summarize, in a reaSonably non-

,./.

technleal way, the 1nformatlon collected dur1ng thts FIrst year of CSMP'3

’ \

Extended Pllot Test Whlle it is. not p0331ble, ror necessarily desxrable, to
N ,
suppress the'opinfgns end pregudlces of the evaluator, one hopes the reader can

7he,presentation of data from the author’ s interpretation of

.

" those data;—}in any case, if the reader wishes more 1nformatxon about certain of

-

ld like to see the actual tests or questlonnalres

the data reported here or’

»
7




Evaluat ion Report 1-B-1
Mid-Year Test Data: CSMP First Grade Content
1974

The purpose of this report is to describe the results of a test admin-
istered to"local first grade classes approximately half-way through the school”
*
year. The test covered, with one exception; those specific topics of the CSMP

curriculum for which students should have been at or near’ what might be called a

“méétery“'ievei:jk
_ &;
S

relations; multiplication, number-numeral ;

addition, minicomputer, order

there was no comparison group, no more definitive statement could be made.

A comparison group was impractical due to the impossibility of eliminating

specific CSMP content from the tests. g

[ 9

’

fonnad, |
QQ\
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* Evaluation Report 1-B=2

End-of-Year Test Data: CSMP First Grade Content

S 1974

N

The purpose of this Eéﬁaéi is to describe the results of the éﬁa_ar_yéaE
test of CSMP content administered to 14 local first grade classes in May of
1974. The test (with its 12 subtests) generally coversd thoss specific topics
of the CSMP curriculum for which there were clearly defined tasks tHét.étﬁdéhtém

* A

should have been gble to do: =

comparison to the math performances of classes from past years, or in comparison
o e - T
to Non-CSMP classes in the study. Judgments have been made relatjive to CSMP N\
grade program, particularly in the workbooks. In most cases the same language

.and formatting have been used in the test as in the workbooks.

While there is some variation across subtests in the judgments regarding N
;%déduaéy of student performance; the top two quarters of students were almost \
always rated as very good: The third quarter was most often rated as adequate

. t ¢

and the bottom quarter as inadequate: ,

The large discrepancy in performance between the highest and lowest scoring
étdaéﬁié was examined in light of performance on the Test of Standard Content*
(See Report 1-B-3) where there Were also large differences between high and low
sébfihg students: It was found thal those differences occurred consistently and
to the same degree in CSMP and Ndn-CSMP classes.

-11- ¢

14
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Evaluat ion Report 1-8-3
End-of-Year T8t Data: Standard First Grade Content
1974. |

: 2 .
This report deals with the question; "Can CSMP students, after completing
3

»

-

first grade, demonstrate the arithmetic skills and knowledge of the concepts

traditionally expected from first grade students?"
~ . ' i
. . N ¢

L ] . _E T

Sixteen teachers in five school districts of the metropolitan St. Louis

area, after attending a one-week training session, taught the CSMP curriculum to
their first grade students. For each CSMP class, a comparison class was
designated:

Based on an analysis of leading texts, a series of seven tests was con-
structed. An eighth test deait with larger numbers. :

A comparison of the ESMP versus Non-CSMP classes revealed the following:
j .
|

a) CSMP classes scored significantly higher on.Test 8: Larger Numbers;

b) CSMP classes scored higher on Place Valiue and Measurement,
g

} c) Non-CSMP classes scored higher on Subtraction,

d) There were no differences on the other tests:
o .
Num&ration; Addition; Order; and Application:

PS




- Evaluation Report 1-B-4
EhdibfiYéér_iéét Data: CSMP Riﬁ&éfgarteh Content

¥
While the primary evaluative emphasis in 1973-74 was on first grade

A test measuring the objectives of the CSMP kindergarten curriculum was

constructed and administered to some local CSMP kindergarten classes and to some .

comparison kindergarten classes in May, 1974. This report describes that test;
‘its construction and the results. , '
. > 2

The test consisted of 12 subtests, nine of which covered topics normally

covered in Kindergarten while three covered topics unique to CSMP..

In summary, the CSMP students appear to have "mastered” the objectives
represented by the twelve subtests with the exception of objectives 9 and 10
dealing with arrow diagrams and scored as high as or higher than Non=CSMP

- L]

students on all subtests. _ -




: Evaluation Report 1-B-5
. Test Data on Some General Cognitive Skills
1974

Three types of student outcomes‘ééme studies. during 1973-74 st the first -
grade level: ; )
a) Student achievement of the content' of the ESMP program;
b) §tudéhtuécﬁié§;ﬁéﬁt of the standard skills and concepts generally
éi(’p’é'cté'd\ in mathemat ics and
c) Long range effects on students’ ability to “think mathematically."
Of course "thinking mathematically" conveys very little to the reader until
some more deféiié&>ékbiéhéfibh of the task is given. What is intended by ¢) is

the issue of whether or not CSMP students can do better than Non-CSMP students

\

at certain tasks which are not dependent on the unigue content of the CSMP
program for their solution. They are in a sense content=free and:can thus be
considergd one form of transfer: task.

Three such content-free tests were constructed and administered on an

]

A 3

»

' tests, but this difference did not reach the .05 level of significancé on any of
them. Thus the evidence is at best "suggestive," and rather strongly so for

Tests 2 and 3, of superior performance by CSMP students.



; “Evaluation Report” 1-B=6
Summary Test Data: Detroit Schools

ThlS report not only prov1des 1nformat10n regardlng the success of the ’
program in Detr01t biit also al Rgws the comparlson of results obtalned locally
w1th those From a rather different pilot site:

Une~might-summarizé the test dété By §5yiﬁ§ Eﬁéi CSMP classes did very well

account the rather meager progress of Flve of these- classes. Of the twenty-six

" other first

end-of-year questi




Evaiuatibh ﬁépbrt 1-C-3

~ In January a questlonnalre was sent to all Eihdétgéé&éh and Eiréf gréaé
\\:lachers in the CSMP Extended Pilot Trial: Seventy=nine percent of the

questionnaires were completed and returned to CEMREL

-

In summary,teachers had few dlfflcultles in presenting the topics, students

?

liked the topics a great deal, and while responses were generally favorable
o ~ . .
'i%ééf&iﬁé &i??iédiEy for students, some content areas were perceived as being
rather difficult.
ﬁ_

Asked to .rate various components of the program; most items drew very
Favorable responses: ] i
Asked about the overall worth of the prbgram, most téééhété tﬁbugﬁt that

‘was higher than was their previous mathematics p(ggrém.

-

— P
A : R
$_/’\~/

There were, however, three areas of moderate dissatisfaction:

1) The adequacy of the program and the rapidity of the pace for low ~
ability Students.‘ »

2) The management “of instructional materials and
' 3) Student dffficulties in one or two areas of content: !

The responses to these issues can perhaps best be categorized as neutral
to slightly regative. On the other hand for the vast majority of items

. o !
responses were very favorable. - ;j‘

L e 19 - -
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1974
This report describes the 5 workshops conducted during the summer of 1973
to prepare teachers and aaaéaiﬁgiors for the'impiementatiaqiif the program: .the
ihgtruCtiagal materials;  the workshops format and the math content covered.

P 7 .

In addition it presents the data collected from the 69 workshop :

pértitiﬁéhté with a background questionnaire, a reaction questionnaire and a

post test of content covered.

*l




Evaluation Report 1-€-2
Observations of CSMP First Grade Classes I
o | 1974 ”7?5
The purpose of thish report is to deseribe the observations carried out in

design of the observations are spelled out. Subsequent sections present the

~> results of the observations including descriptions of the classes; the obser-.
vation form used, and implications-for the program.
On the basis of the observations ther following conclusions were drawn.
1. In general, most of the teachers we observed implemented the program in

an acceptable manner.

2. The program appeared to vary as the makeup of the classes and teacher
styles varied.’

—— K

" 3. The program seemed quite adaptable to differing-.classroom situations:
4. Teacher attitudes were generally quite positive toward the progfam
throughout the year.
s
5 ; ;
5. The students in the classes appeared able to perform in & reasonable

fashion during the lessons:

-18-
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<ih7 , Evaluation Report 1-C-4

. End=of-Year Data from Teacher Questionnaires®

- B 1976 - -
[

This report describes’ the responses of participating teachers to a

questionnaire mailed during the first week of. June 1974.

Altogether 67 of the 116 end-of-year questionnaires were completed and
returned, a 58% return rate.

The questionnaire was intended to.elicit teachers' reactions to various
aspects of the CSMP contént; their reactions to the instructional materials, and

their overall judgments; both comparative and absolute, regarding the worthiness

of the program.

The following conclusions were drawn from the data.
l . ~ s 4 R
1. Generally teécheré.réépquéd févafébiy towards’ CSMP. -

2. Where questions were repeated from a questionnaire given earlier in the
year,. responses tehded to be similar to or slightly more positive than
responses given at that time. g :

3. Teachers who were trained by CSMP personnel in one-wesk workshops res-
ponded more positively to several questions than did teachers who were

trained by their coordinators.

4. Certain criticisms of the program were made by soié teachers. Ohe
major one dealt with the slow learper problem. The second major crit-
icism dealt with the large. amount of material in the first grade.

} |
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Evatuation Report 1-C-5
Interviews with CSMP Kindergarten Teachers
£
The purpose of this report is to describe observations and interviews
conducted in the local kindergarten classes ‘during the last month of the school
year of 1973=74.

&
- [ . . oMl g _..o_
From all the que€;tib‘%§.§§kéd and all the responses given in the’ interview a
5.

\

number of conclusions were drawn. ‘
% < .
These conclusions leave one with an cvefqﬁéimigg impression that the
teachers regard the program in a highly favorable iigﬁt. The 6hiy;pr65iémé
identified with some consistency were the program's inappropriateness for the

very slow learner, the disorganization and lack of explicitness of ‘the guide,

and the need for more emphasis on elementary counting and number concepts at the.

béaihh;hg of the course. Even these views were held by only some of the

. . I :
teachers. \\& .
¥ ;

| N | .
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{ . Eéaiuétioﬁ ﬁg'pdtt 1-C-6
7; ) - - R
Analysis of Teacher Logs
, e X -
54 . s '

. S .- L ) o
During the school year 1973-74, each first grade and kindergarten teacher

was requested to keep g weekly iog, réhordihg for each day, tﬁéw;ﬁéﬁii?icéticn

humber (or name) of the lessLn, the time taken to teach the 1esson, and a rating

oF ""goad;" "falr " or "poor" for each lesson taught They'were also asked for,

»

their reactions to individual lessons and the program in gaﬁéral;

M
: v
¢ vt

In the Flrst grade, all of the responding teachers thought most of the

iessons were good, with the outer ring teachers tendlng to rate the lessons

higher.than the localq%eachers. Even thodéh the mean reported time for teaching

. M

- - - [ - -
each lessoh was géhérally in agreement with the time recommehded by thé program,

most of the 7'jf:" were not able to reach lesson Azae whlch was the minimum

R § .
expectation  foi

to individual lessons were mostly favorable and gH
4 . -

anecdotes were alsU favorable to the program.

Fd s

.i'

P

rat1ngs betweeqwthe local and outer -ring teachers. ‘The averagelfxme to teach a

‘lesson was about 21 minutes: The reactions of both the local and outer ring :

teachers to individual lessons and the programdﬁn general were Eavorable and ‘a1l

but one of the reported anecdptes were also favorable to the program.

\\

2
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Evaluation Report 2-A-1
Final Summary Report .Year 2
1975 A .
P

began a longitudinal pilot study of its Elementary Program. Over 100 teachers
began using the program, either in first grade or kindergarten. During the

1974-75 school year; the second year of this pilot.study, most of these classes
continued into second grade and first grade respectively and many new classes
began using CSMP materials.
The present report is an attempt to summarize, in a a reasonably
v . .
non-technical way; the information collected during the second year:. While it
'is ot possible, nor necessarily desirable; to suppress the opinions and

prejudices of the evaluator, gne hopes the reader can easily separate the

here or would like to see the actual tests or questionnaires or instruments

used, he or she many consult the appropriate report in this Evaluation Report

Series. \\\

-~

99— 7



) ,-t_"vv'él‘(uatitjn Report 2-B=1
’¥1; h ‘Sé&énﬁjcrade'Test Data
1975

- T . :’,_3; . . . . ‘

and socio-economic -status was represented*by these classes. For each CSMP class

’there was a comparlson class, in the sameyschool where possxble. These classes
were usually the same groups of students who were tested the year before in
1-A-3. In the Fall a test oF mental abllxtles was admInIstered to all students
and tne scores from th1s test wene used as covariates in the subsequent analysls

iBétﬁiéén csMP and Non- CSMP classes. Because of the rathéer careful pairing of

- w

classes suoch dlfferences were generally quite small. ) f’

In ‘sumary; CSMP classes did better than Non-CSMP classes on both
standardiied ﬁéésdrés and some "content free" comparison tasks and tHis is true
for both hlgh and l W' abxlzty students and for both or1g1nal and transFer
students. Aithougﬁ/overall perfbrmance was generally adequate.and at times
praiseworthy For un1que CSHP content;, on those subtests 1anlv1ng arrow dlagréms

,and the Mlnlcomputer a con51derable number of students had little or no success,

and students who transferred into CSMP classes near the beginning of the year

-23-
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Evaluation Report 2-B-2

: 1975

N Lt ______ _ _o. F o
,jhe major purpose of this report is to compare the performance of two
groups of first grade CSMP students; the teachers of the first group were new to

v

" CSMP @nd the teachers of the secend group were the same teachers one year later.
A i@jﬁéf performance the second year would support the 6éﬁEéﬁEion that results
obtained in the First year of the pilot study; 1973-74; were at least partly due
to the enthusiasm of the teachers for a novel math program: A higher )
performance would support the view that teachers the second time around more 2
than made ﬁp for any loss of enthusiasm because they were more familiar with the

program.

In summary, it appears that CSMP teachers do just as well the second time
around and that any loss due to the novelty effect of the program is more than
balanced by the gain in eipe;iEﬁce; This is in agreement with statements made by
year (see Evaluation Report 2-€-3): In addition-the data tends to corroborate
the findings from last year and to cast some aﬁﬁgf: on the possibility that in
‘some cases CSMP students did better because they had better teachers: While the
results are not strong enough to support a aériaiéé_aaaeiagiaa they tend to §iVé.
sdditicial credsncs to tHE fesults Fige last year. | \

LN

=24
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; - Evaluation Report 2-B-
Student Interviews
1975
During this second pilot study year; a s6riss of intervisws was conducted
with 18 second grade students: - ¢

The purpose of these 1ntefWIéws was to investigate how children thought

abcut and understood CSMP math EE the end of this Sectibh a brief

""""""""" " areas is given; but this barely scratches
the surface of the available 1ﬁfﬁfﬁéﬁi56; Certainly a number of iééﬁéé ﬁight be
raised and congectures made, but the reader will have to'do that himself, and
one suspects there might be considerable disagreement among dlfferent readers.

o
The interviews yielded disappointingly little information about how these -
students felt about ESMP. While these students seemed to 1ike their math; they
did not voluntéer much regarding their reasons. Many responses were 55E6¢E un-
enthu31ast1c, one-word answers; although they were usually Eétﬁéf chatty about
. other fhlngs, such as what, they did over the week=-end, and they seemed to enjoy
the interviews and showing what they could do: Perhaps this is not §ﬁi§fiéiﬁ§;

After all this was thelr reguiar math program - the same one they had had




Evaluation Report 2-C-1

Teacher Questionnaire Data \

In the spring of 1975, a questionnaire was sent to all teachers using the
Some

CSMP curriculum either at the kindergarten, first, or'second grade levels.
of these teachers had taught CSMP the previous year (1973=74) and were
classified as "Experienced" teachers. About 50% of the questionnaires were

~

. returned.
n L -
‘ 1. The clearest, most unequivocal responses (favorable) were given in
answer to questions concerning student attitude. -

2. Teachers felt that students' achievement was higher with CSMP than

compared to previous years with other math programs.

~

3. There were many signs that the program appeared to be being implemen-
ted fairly well.

" 4. However; there were things happening which were not intended: _three
quarters of the _teachers supplementing the program with Non-CSMP.
material; significant numbers of teachers spending more time with
math fbrty percent of the teathers rabe1v1ng less than half the

(pcésibiy related) issues of the efficacy of the ﬁiﬁiccmputer;aﬁd the appropri-
ateness of the program for low ability students. 37% of the first ‘and second
grade teachers did not think the ﬁiﬁiéaﬁﬁdEéE\ﬁéé a good device for teaching low
ability étﬁdéﬁté? Forty-one percent of the teachers thought ESMP less appropri-

ate for low ability students than their previous math prog,r?:

)

-~




Evalaation Report 2=C=2 ’
Teacher Interviews, Second Grade

1975

This report describes the interviews conducted with the 18 local second
grade teachers at the end of the school year These were teachers of classes
which began using CSMP materials in first grade the previous year. Hence the

/-

left with an overwhelming impression that the teschers have a very

students had completed two years of the CSMP progfanm.

Bne is
high regard for the program. The only problems mentioned with any consistency
were the difficulties experienced by the slower students; and the ﬁ?éd for more
emphasis on the basic addition and subtraction Facts.

/

[N
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Evaluation Report 2-C=3
‘ Teacher Interviews, First Grade
\

This report describes the interviews conducted with 13 local first grade
teachers at the end of the school year. These teachers all taught first grade
CSMP during the previous year, 1973-74; they were the lead group of first grade
teachers. Thus this was their second year in teaching the first grade ﬁéﬁii

curricuium:
SN .
1. Five teachers were from dtstrtctsﬁgbatiwgiiﬁgpg be -teaching CSMP
- next year. This may have caused them to respond or to teach the
program in a different way than would be the case if they knew their
students would be continuing into second éfé&é in ESMP;
2. There was generally what mlght be called a "return to normaixty". Teachers
were neither wildly enthusiastic nor extremely negative in their -
appraisals of various aspects of the program.

3. They were gettlng used to the program and had indeed 1ncorporated it into
their teachlng so that CSMP was no longer "the new math program" but was
‘ becom1ng, in a sense, just plain."math".

ﬁ;;Withﬁut doubt the teachers like the program and like teaching it .

5. The most positive aspect of CSMP was the enthusiasm that students tad for
the prOgram.

4

were tthe regarding the approprlateness of the program for low ability-

students and the value of the Minicomputer bs a teaching device.

. i

Sk . -28-



Evaluation Report 3- B 1

Second and Thlrd Grade Test ?ata Year

19’6 R

This report summarizes test data collected Fféﬁu§é665d the:thxrd grade :

classes during 1975-76; the third year of the CSMP Eitéﬁaéd PIlot rest.._;;’

T , . . - . .
. i SR 7 S ‘l"i,

Briefly one can summarize the results as follows: o
. s . - ; R
~ ) . . o — ) -\

Pad

a) sdyatandardlzed mathemat ics tests, CSMP classes generaiiy d1d ‘as well

as or better. than Non-CSMP classes. At third grade the dxfferenpes

were éigﬁifiééﬁt on both tests of the CTBS. At §éeaﬁa'gf5aé the Eéé&iié

but usually 1n§Favor of €SMP, especially on the tests of ébﬁﬁﬁtétibﬁél

skills. Slmllar resdlts have occurred in previbus years; small dlffer-\

and sametiméé/did not. ‘ z&Q,

- \:.\

b) On the MANS tests, CSMP classes scored significantly higher than Non=
’ F'4 . . v

€SMP classes on both total MANS scores and on three of the subtests,
and were close to significantly higher (p<.18) on three other subtests-
Again this pattern is rather simiiér to résuits ?fﬁﬁ EEéViéﬁé yéafgs

¢ 1cance reached on certain subtests and on the 6Vérél%;tbtéléz




Evaluation Report 3-C-1 -
Teacher ijues'tia'fnhaire Data Year 3
1976
-
One hundred Fourizen questiﬁnnxi?bs were distributed to CSMP téébhégé at
the second and third grade levels. Fifty-four percent did not return the
v questionnaires, and the Fiﬁaiégé reported hegein are therfore based on 46% of
the teacher sample. For the purpose of summarizing the data; second the third
“gééﬁé"tééahéf responses. are combined. , - .
. | , ; [

"vin an EVéréii evaluation of CSﬂP 90% of the resuitlng responses were

judged to/*e p031t1ve. Over half 1nd1cated their students attItudesQFoward math

*
were "bettar" or "much better"'thh CSMP. Also, over half the teachers felt .
\

that they d1d "better" or "much better" 1n math with CSMP than they wouid have
wgth another program. éut, seventy—81x percent oF the respondents 1nd1cated
‘ they would :like CSMP to provide them with a means of evaluatlng the1r students

progress, w1th thg magorlty of teachers suggestlng that tests be employed For
»

this purpose.

N

N\ * Three-quarters of the teachers supplemented the program with Non=CSMP

\material such as. commercial ﬁ&EE§héét§? a figure comparable to: that from
’ﬁfé@iﬁﬁé dueétiﬁnnaireé in lower QEEBE'iEQEifz When asked to respond in a. free
‘fégﬁaﬁgé sytle to the guestidn: "What is your opinion of the spiral approach-fs

R used 1n Eéﬁﬁa" 58% oF the resulting responses were Judged to be positive. The

ty CSMP. . , =
i : Y




Evaluation\kﬁpovt 4-A-1
Final Summary Repqrt Year 4
1977
This report summarlzed the data collected durlng this fourth year of the
Extended Pilaot TrIa&, in Whlch the evaluatlon Fbcussed on third grade students
and teachers. Four separate.evaluétidi repbrté describe in more detail the data
sungarized here: | | - '

4-8-1 Standardized Test Data, Third Grade

4-8-2 ;Mathematics Applied to Novel Situationg~
) (MANS) Test Data
T :
4°8=3 .Individually Administered Probleris, ‘

Third Grade =~ - .

‘“\i




Evaluation Report 4-B-1
Standardized Test Data, Third Grade
1977

evidence that they do not do well on the "concepts" items of the CTBS;
particularly those dealing with gets and number sentences:

¢

-

%

e




In the evaluatlon of TSMP stadent achlevement two maJor quest;Ons have .
been asked; The fFirst: Do students 1earn,the baslc concepts and sklils, .
particularly computational skllls; generally expected of gtudents in EIEﬁentéry
school? Standardized math achievement tests are used to gather data in answer

to this question (Evaluation’ Report 4-B- 1)

. ” ’\'7
The second major question i§: Are CSMP students, particularly‘after two or
three years in the program, better- able to deal with certaln klndsgof (novel)

-

mathemat ical situations than are students who have not" studled CSMP? A major

who were tested with a speCIally deveIOped serles of - tests called Mathematics

Applied to Novel Situations (MANS) . %

On the tests of Mathematics Applied to Novel Sltuatlons there is consid- :
erable evidence to 1nd1cate that classes of students who have used the €sMP
currIcolum for at least three years score better  than classes of students who
have not. The F1nd1ng holds for the classes in general, for classés at dlffer-.'if
ent ability 1evels, and for classes in all three sites tested (but oﬁiy éighif-
icantly so in two of the three sites). It is also clear that this finding holds
at éééhjébiiity ié%éi of the students tested and For both boys and girls. A ;

large Appendlx (A) to this report is devoted to a thorough dlschsslon of the
1

process whereby the MANS Scales were developed.

- 36
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Eveiuetibh Report 4-B=3 .

Indlvxdually Admlnlstered Problems, Third Grade 't}

;g/;977 | =

third graders in the St: tou1s region. The purpose of this task was to g

deeper understandlng of the mathemattcai processes used by CSMP versus Non-ESMP

a v

s

students than paper and penc11 allow. A great deal of information - thekprocess
’ ]

of development;.the compleX}ty oF the eventual format and the mass of student

responses - has been sumnarized very bEiefly in,this feport. This study is

exploratory and will continue, ih_bﬁe.Fbrm or another; in higher grades
] o e
In summary, there are very real différences in Favor of CSMP students on a
relatlvely small number of items. There is some evidérce that above éVérégé
students give fewer but better explenetibﬁ for these calculations; that CSMP
students are rather better _at relating muitipiieétibﬁttb division and addition;
7 and that ESMP students are better able to "solve" a secret rule when redUired to
choose therobJects to be tested. For most of the other tasks however; the ‘
differences were 26& targe 'eab%gn to be of importance especially in view of the . .
small numbers of students. '_t _ D |

L f. , . . ijai C




Evaluation Report 4=C=1

Teacher Questionnaire Data, Third Grade

= ¥ " $977 i

In May® 1977, é.dﬁéétiﬁﬁﬁéifé was ééﬁEhEb all ;hira gﬁgdé teachers of CSMP
(69 in all). In addition.to the questipnnaires, iﬁéerviewg were eaﬁaiétéa with
32 of the 69 teachers at the three sites where end-of—the-year testlng was
conducted (Missouri, Georgla and MaIne) This report summarizes thé responses

| SR - -
by these third grade teachers to interview and questionnaire items.

A
+ i: 'n ’

The responses are summarized according to three areas: Overall Judgments,

Student Achievement and Mechanical Aspects.

The responses t
favorable attitude towards CSMP althoigh less favorable than in 5}66&66& gféde
levels, and less favorable than from the previous year's third grade teachers:

In terms of teachers' opinions about student achisvement there, are many
indications that teachers see a need for more empﬁégis on basic skills. In
addition almost 2/3 of the teachers felt it was less approprlate than thelr

prev1ous1y used math program, and this was the second most listed "worst aspect"
\ .

of CSMP:

In terms of the mechanical aspect of the implementation teachers generally
seemed to be able to ccpé.ﬁitﬁ the program; most followed the schedule and
~expected to complete it by the end of the year.

4 '
Flnally, most Eéé&EéEé felt reasonably well prepared for CSMP after Cheir
" training. e * ‘
| ~35- -
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Evaluation Report 5-B8-1

1978

This 1977=78 school year constitited the First of two yééf§:6F the Extended

Pilot Trial (EPT) of CSMP fourth grade materials. :

- This report describeg the results of administerirg a series of 25 MANS 7
" Scales to the 9 fourth grade CSMP classes in the St. Louis area and to 8

oy

A general ability test was §§miﬁis£ered to these classes éﬁd.fﬁé rééuits' ‘;v;)
showed the two groups of classes 'to be nearly equal; but above average in ..
" ability: Class mean scores were calculated for each MANS scale; and an Analysis of
, - Covariance was per formed using the’jﬁagrgi ability gaa;;,g,;a adjust for any
differences in ability between the two groups of classes.

.. o ) o ‘, o - - - e 747_-,
CSMP classes did significantly betteron all the Number Relationship and
Large Number Computation scales; on some of the Estimation and "Other" scales;
and. on one of the more traditional Computation and Word Problem scal®s. '
‘ f

Non-CSMP classes did better on only one scale, Computation-Division, and. the

difference was not significant. When means scores for these scaf?%)were'

calculated for students at different ability levels, it was found that when CSMP
scores were higher overall og a given scale, they were also higher at -each |

ability level.




C ' " Evaluation Report 5-B-2

" Individually Administered Problems; Fourth Grade .

1978

By 1977 materlais through fourth grade had been deveioped and the 1977 78
school year constituted the first of two years of the Externai PIlot Test. (EPT)

for fourth - grade materials with 36 fourth grade CSMP classes 1ocated in"16

}
.school d1str1cts. Three kInds of tests were used: standardized tests (given

rout1ne1y by the school distrzcts) the MANS Scales (Mathematxcs Applied to

‘admxnlstered problems of this report.gA

A series of 6 problem exercises was individually administered to samples

of 6 students in CSMP and Non=CSMP classes in 3 school districts in the St

Louis area: Three of the exercises were administered to students in 9 CSMP and
9 Non-ESMP classes; the other ‘three exercises were administerd to eitheripr 5

pairs of classes.
. ) ' §

On ‘two of the scales; Guess My 24 and Blocks of Squares, CSMP classes

had §ighi?iéaﬁt1y higher scores than did aniégﬁP,classes. Bn one other scale,
: .

Mental Arlthmetlc, CSMP students had scores about 0.4 standard deviation

hlgher than ‘Non-CSMP students, but the dlfferences d1d not reach 31gn1Fxcance 1n

o 3 - el 4

the subsequent analysls of class means. Bn the three remalhlng scales the
differences between CSMP and'an—C SMP P students were small and did not approach

significarnce.

-4



Evaluation Report 5-C-1
Teacher, Questionnaire and Interview Data; Fourth Gfédé:
1978

e

In May, 1977 a questlonnalre was sent to all fourth grade teachers oF CSMP

4

(ﬁé in all). In addltlon; 1hterv1ews Were cpnducted with a number of those
tééchéré. Aitbgétﬁér; 34 teachers réspbhaéa to at least some of these quaétibhé,

responses to these questlonnalres and interviews.

3 o ) ) ST o B
\\ The summary data are based on combining all responses, whether from
teichers of veteran classes or of entry classes, and whether received from a

questionnaire or from an interview. Many of the questions have been asked on

previous questionnaires or iﬁféfviéwf:fat lower grade levels) This year's
responses are generally similar, but comparative data is shown were possible:

’

The data is summarized in two sections: responses having to do with the
way the program was implemented and responses having to do with teachers'

judgments about the dUéiity of the program. o

Most teachers received at least 20 hours of training and generally v

satisfied with 1t, used 45= 60 minutes per gay in math 1nstruct10n with CSMP, and

supplemented it w1te ﬁaalc arlthmetlc openatlons and facts.
Teachers were generally positive in Eheir evaluation of €SMP; but on nearly

every question major criticisms were made by a few teachers.
B

K
oY



fékaluétion Report 6-B-1
Comparative Test Data: Fourth Grade
= . % ; .

" L _ o 1978
At the end of the 1978-79 school year, a series of tests was administered

to 30 fourth grade CSMP classes and to 21 comparable Non-CSMP classes.

- ‘Altogether 9 school districts were invdlved, in various geographic

locations ‘and various socio-economic levels:

The tests used to compare the two groups were the Stanford Achievement

© Compatation Test and the MANS tests; a series of 24 short test scales intended
to ‘assess some of the underlying mathematical processes of the CSMP program. The
StanFord Achlevement Readlng Comprehen51on Test was used as a statlstlcal

~ control For the small differénces in ablllty between the two groups.

Class means were calculated fh%,each scale and an Analysis of Covariance
y3

4

procedure, with reading as covariate\hnd class mean as the unit of analysis, was

used to compare the two groups of ciasses.v_

These findings were consistent with results Frbm other grade levels, in
other years and at other sites; namely that a) CSMP students do better with
" number relatlonshlps, estlmatlon, certain kinds of word pnoblems and
'Fractrons/d¢c1m813/heg§tiVE numbers and 5) there are. no differences in éébmétfy;

place value, simple word problems and overall computational skills.

3042




Evaluation Report 6-B-2 .
Prelimgnary Test Data: Fifth Grade
1979 : .

- ;

- This is a report of the first year of a two-year evaluation of the fifth
_grade materials of the Comprehensive School Mathematics Program (CSMP). In

preparation for next year's full-scale evaluation of fifth grade, some student
achievement scales were administered to a small group of St: Louis area classes,
both CSMP and Non-CSMP. The ‘study was intended to be both a pilot test of -~
certain scales which might be revised for next year, and a preliminary

comparative evaluation of CSMP/Non-CSMP achievement:

Briefly the main results are as follows:

kN

There tended to be significant differences in favor of CSMP classes on

- |
.

scales dealing with mental arithmetic, number relations, number syixfTs
(other than whole numbers), certain word problems and problems with =~

multiple correct answers.

2 There tended to be no significant differences on scales dealing with
standard computation; geometry, probability and place value:
3. Similar results were obtaiced when CSMP-Non-CSMP comparisons were made
A
at different lsvels of reading ability and by sex.
4. The above results are very consistent with previous findings, particula{ly

these obtained in a large scale comparison of fourth grade classes. (See



Evaluation Report 6-C-1
Teacher Questionnaire Data: Grades 3 5

In the spring of 1979, questionnaires were sent to all 158 teachers of

third, fourth and Fifth grade CSMP.

Implementatlon of CSMP

.

L
1. About half of the teachers received the preseribed training:

2. About 1/3 of the teachers were spending more time than they did
with their previous curriculum.

3. Almost all of the fifth grade teachers expected to complete most
of the schedule of 165sons while about BO% of the third and fourth
grade teachers expected to do this.

4. About 2/3 of the teachers 000881on811y repeated or extended lessons and

about half said they omitted some lessons.

5. Almost all teachers supplemented the program in some way, usually with

computat ional practice:

6. Most teachers would like to see tests built into the instructional
- materials. :

In summary , most teachers seemed to .implement the program in a reasonable
way, with fairly normal adaptations. And, although criticism was expressed
concerning the related issues of. computatlonal skill development and some
problems with low ablllty students; it is clear_that a great majority of

teachers had favorable overall reactlons to CSMP.

-4
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Evaluation Report 7-B-1
. Fifth Grade Evaluation: Volume 1, Summary
1980
“ , ‘ »

In the spring of 1980; a series of mathematics tests was administered to 31
Fifth grade classes using the Comprehensive School Mathematics Program and to
25 comparison classes using more traditional prograwh: In addition to the
testing, considerable information was collected regarding teacher and student
attitudes and implementation of the program: |
A summary of all the results is given in this volume which is Volume I

(Evaluation Report 7-B=1) of & three-volume set. Volume 1I (Evaluation Report

7-B=2) describes in detail the tests and results of the testing and Volume III
. ; : d
efentation data and

(Evaluation Report 7-B-3) describes attitudinal and impler

their relationship to the test data.

|

b
(



Evaluation Report 7-8-2
" Fifth Grade Evaluation: Volume II, Test Data
1980

“' .

In the sprlng of 1980; a series of mathematxcs achlevement tests were

idministered to 31 CSMP Fi Fth grade classes and to 25 comparison classes.

The main finding in thls study is that ESMP classes, as they have in
7oﬁparat1ve studies at lower grade levels; Qemonstratera‘ciear'éupéribrity bver
Non-CSMP classes in many of the areas of mathematical iﬁiauiag'sggégsea by the
MANS tests: In partiéﬁiar; ihia*#aé'trUé abédts aspects afacomputatxon other

- than the exact answers us1ng the c1a331c algorlthms, the productxon of multIple
answers to problems; and dlscoverlng and u31ng mathemat ical patterns and

Fﬁﬁéfiaﬁai reiatlonshlps. In addltlon, they had sigﬁiflcantly higheér scores in

_—

the three areas vhich recelve 1ncrea81ng emphasis in the upper elementary

grédés, ﬁaﬁefyi fractions, decImals, and regative numbers. These ga1ns were °

made without any corresponding decrease in accrea on the more tradltrjnal areas
3

4
i

,,,,,,

of 1nstruct10n' word ﬁrbﬁiéﬁa'and computation.

SN
Item analysis data and diFferent methods of éﬁéi'y’éié »(uéing class, school

and district means) confirmed’ these genera resuits, though for .some. tests

lowest reading level I o o . :

v : | .ﬁ R | 3
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Evaluation Report 7-8-3 . o
Fifth Grade Evaluation: Volume III, Non-Test Data

1980

Th1s report descr1bes non-test data collected from the classes the testing

‘of which was reported in 7-B=2. This non-test data includes information on:
implementation, teacher attitides and student attitudes.-

Teacher reactlon to CSMP was Favorable, and it _was more favorable than was

the reaction of Non=CSMP teachers _to their partlcular program. Two related

cr1t1c18ms Uf the curriculum by CSMP teachers stodd out above all others:

First, many teachers consider the program inappropriate in some ways for low
ab111ty studetts. Second, most teachers think that CSMP does not provide

enough practige in cumputatlon skills, which no doubt accounts for the great

ameunt of computational practice they add to the curr1culum.

Eons:derable supplement1ng of the ?ﬁﬁgccurrlculum occurred- an average of

e T ZTTTT

2§ 70f7@§th7trme was spent on activitieg/not in the "official" curriculum.
This percent was about thé same as for Non-CSMP teachers, but for those

teachers supplementing activities were quite varied whereas for CSMP it was

Zhaimost éiways computat1on pract1ce.

,From corretatlonat data, teachers appruval of CSMP (us1ng many dlfferent

cr1tefla) was associated with more "game" playlng in class, less homework, more

teacher training and less suppiementing. This is not a surprising result;

these characteristics may be thought of ‘as indicating a more faithful version

of CSMP_in the classroom: Furthermore, these same. characﬁerlgt}gsiareff

“ associated with higher.scores in €SMP-oriented tests and lower scores in
computat10nally—or1en528 tests. : e

g .

B Teachers were asked to rate the importance of the goail b?}"ﬂ,§93§§9 hx eachT
of the scales used in this year's testing. For all scales the mean rating was
above the medium rankin g; with computation rated highest and probability

~lowest. There was very little dlfference in the mean ratlngs of ‘CSMP and
Non—CSMP teachers.

Generally, CSMP and, Non-CSMP classes' attitudes, didn't differ except that CSMP

Using a 29 item attitude measure, 7 attitude scales were constructed.<,,

classes liked math less, compared to other subjects, than did Non-CSMP classes,

but saw math as more open.

e .
. © .
N -

x

e



Evaluation Report 7-B-4

e Re-evaluation of Second ‘Grade, Revised MANS Tests

/T
- Y i9g0

This study compared E§ﬁﬁ and Non-CSMP students® performance at two sites-.
using a streamllned rev131on of the MANS Tests (Mathematlcs Applled to Novel

Situations, 1ntended to assess some of the underiylng thlnklng skills of the

- -

€SMP curriculum w1thout u31ng any oF its specxai vocabulary) A total of 21 S

classes were tested 12 CSMP and 9 Non-CSMP The ESMP clasaes had etudled the

revised version of the CYMP curr;culun.
r‘ﬂéj
On the total. of the MANS' Scales, CSMP classes averaged about 15% hlgher g

# scores than. Non-ESMP a dlfference which was 31gn1f'1cant at the .01 level.

o .

On seven of the 13 individual’ Scales, CSMP classes scored sxgnxfxcantly

..

highér at the .05 tevel: Their best performance was in scales dealxng-with,

ﬁumher relatlonshlps ‘mental arIthmetlc and number fluency.’ They d1d sllghtiy

better in ﬁftihatlon and word probiems. There was no difference 1n computatlon:
2 I : S } e
scores, L R oy ’ : -

e

o as

Pliot Test, conducted prlor to rev131ons, except that there were 1

advantages in two of the 1nd1v1dua1 scales. The Flndlngs are aiso nof%wurthy

to ‘shiow various cognltlve effects of the CSMP currlculum.
S . Ry : . : ' Do
. . - o . o : - 7 - PR
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, Evaluation Report 7-B=5
Achievement of Former CSMP students at Fourth Grade
1980

A comparison of student achlevement at the end of fourth grade on the MANS

' Scales was conducted in a district Where CSMP was taught only in grades K-3,
after Whicﬁlihe district‘s“ieguiéf program was used. These "CSMP" classes were
éompafed with Non-CSMP students who had»no'g}evious CSMP eiperiehce;] Except
for-this &i??éféﬁée, the study was identical to one conducted a year earlier in
M1(%; the CSMP classes had, in fact, studied CSMP from K-ts .

The CSMP classes had §i§ﬁi?i6§ﬁfiy higher scores than Non-ESMP classes, at .

the :05 level, on nine scales:

of the 6 Computation scales \\

of the 5 Estimation scales

of the 57Number Relationship scales
of the 3.0ther Number System scales
of the 2 .Place Value scales

- NN N,

year), the data were strlklngly similar to the data obtalned in a preg;ous
large study in which the CSFP é{éééé§ had studied ESMP éhfﬁdéﬁ Fﬁdfiﬁ-éféaé;
The exceptions were: - é)_(tﬁe 5 scales dealing with Hﬁﬁﬁéf relationships and
| scale éﬁ‘aeéiﬁélé; in eééﬁ of which the CSMP advantage was about half what it

was prev1ous1y, and b) the standardlzed computatlon test where CSMP classes
did about' 10% better than Non-CSMP élééééi; a flgglng exactly the reverse of

) ‘what happened previously.

i-g V/I’ ; ilsj
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o Evaluat ion Report 7-B-6
Student Achievement, Rapid Implementation Model
»

#

1980

Two schools, one in a large Southern 01ty and the other in a med ium slzed
Midwestern suburb, began using The Comprehensive School:Mathematics Program
(CSMP) in fall of 197B. At that time CSMP was begun with all students through

fourth grade rather than the more common grade-by- gradé approach beginning only

te

in first grade. .

A series of tests was admlnlstered in the sprlng of 11978, 1979 and 1980.

“The purpose was to compare, at grades 2-4, the performance of students: before
the introduction of CSMP (1978), after one year of CSMP (1979) and after two

years' experIence with CSMP (19B0).

1. Bn the MANS tests; a ser1es af tests de81gned to assess some of the under-
lying processes of €SMP without using any of the special terminology or

-problem situations bf the curriculum, there was from 1978 .to 1980

significant 1mpfovement at every grade level and this ‘improvement was

very consistent with CSMP-Non-CSMP comparisons made prev1ously thh the
same tests. o/ ;

2. At second grade this improvement took place in the first year, from 1978

to 1979; with no further change from 1979 to 19806. At third and fourth

grades; there weré modest gains the first year and further gains the
second year. :
3. The kinds of tests on which the 1980 students did relatively best - number -
relationships, mental arithmetic and_estimation - were also the ones for
, which there had been a demonstrated CSMP superlorlty in previous :
. studies. . .

] 4. On standardlzed tests, at second grade, there was v1rtua11y no. change at
T either school in math scores relative to readlng scores. At third and

fourth grades there was usually a small decrease in the first year of
ESMP followed by a more-than-compensating gain the second year; scores

on the Concepts tests always increased relative to Computatlon:scbreé.
- i i
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"likely be replaced.

Evaluation Report B-B-1
Sixth Grade Evaluation, Preliminary Study

1981 o

N - :

In the sprlng of 1982 &n Extended Pilot Test w111 be conducted in severai
school dlStrlCt whlch use CSMP through Slxth grade. In preparation for this
evaluatlo; study, several MANS scales were developed and tried out in the
spring of 1981. In addition, several scales uséd the previous year in Fifth
grade were .retested with sixth graders in 1981. This répbrE ﬁréééhte prelim-

iﬁéry evaiuatich data frdm two very different school districts and statistical
v . \

With regard to the preliminary evaluation data, even though the number of

"&iééééé tested was low and not pétEiéuiériy répresenfa}ive; CSMP /Non=CSMP -

dIFferences in student achievement were very 81m118r to those found in
previous §t68ié§; “ .

1

The statistical data on the new scales being tried; out indicated that in:

ﬁdet‘eétegdries; scales used ﬁféVidUé grade levels performed well. As for the

brand new scales, as usual, some performed well enough to bé considered as
revisable-candidates for use in the larger-scale §tudy of. sixth grade student’

échiqvemeﬁt next year. Some scales perfbrmed so poorly that they would most

Note: Appendices A and B, which constitute the bulk of this report, appears

only in the version.of fhe report which is bound separately. They do

not appegr in the version with the other reports in the 8-X-N series.

.

»
N
|
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Evaiuatlon Report 8-B=2

\\‘

This report is an extension of Evaluation Report 7-8-4, Re-evaluatmn of

Second Grade, Revised MANS Tests. The revised éECUhd grade MANS tests (caiied

the Biue Level) were further revlsed aFter thexr initial use in 1980 ﬁTHe

* rgvisions were minor and st111 qlthln the orIgInal purpose- td;méke the Eéeﬁé

easier For iocal dlStrlCtS to- usé. In the SprIng of:1981.the reviégd éiue

v

majority were composed oF lower Bblllty students. ' / .

.v,

The primary ObJECtIVE of the further revision- oP the. MANS Blue Level was

.

judged to have been met: school districts are able to use the tests with
essentially no hhpﬁléﬁé; é?éeébﬁ&éry objectlve was teiiﬁbebée tﬁe'EéEE;iEéi
quality of the individual scales. For some scales this objective was ﬁéE;:fcr
gthers it was.not. - | . '

The CSMP/Non- CSMP results of the testlng were not qu1te sd%;trongly in

Favor of CSMP as they had’ been in 1980. Nevertpeless, on the total of the MANS

scales, CSMP classes averaged over 10% higher scores than Non- CSMP a

.difference than was significant at the .05 levei;- In each UF the scale

categories; the CSMP classes outsccréd the th-CSMP ciasses, the difference

be1ng statisticatly sxgnlf cant 1h one oF them: Number Patterns and

Relatlonshlps.




N
Evaluation Report 8-B-3
: ¢ .
Evaluation of Revised Third Grade, MANS Green Level
1981

c a

This study compared CSMP and Non-CSMP students' performance at two sites

using a streamlined revision of the MANS Tests (Mathematics Aﬁbfiéd to Novel

CSMP curriculum without using any of its special vocabulary). A total of 18

classes were tested, 10 CSMP and B Non-CSMP. The CSMP classes had studied the
revised version of the CSMP curriculum.,
N

. .

On the total of the MANS Scales, CSMP classes averaged about 19% higher

- scores than Non-CSMP, a difference which was significant at the .01 level.

% 0On ten of the fifteen individual scales, CSMP classes scored significantly
B 7 o o 7 . A S o _—7":7 o B 777_' )
higher at the <05 level, five of those ten a the (01 level. Their best.

O T ST
pﬁgﬁprmance was in scales dealing with number patterns and relationships, '

[
AL

-4

mental arithmetic; estimation; and word ﬁfﬁsiéﬁéfXFBiiéwéa by place value and

negative’ numbers: : S &

These findings corroborate the Findings from thé& more extensive Extended
Pilot Test, conducted prior to the revisions.. The findings are also
tests easier for other ‘districts to use and still leaves the scales powerful .
- . . .

enough to show various cognitive effects of the CSMP curriculum.

~50-
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the laSt two or three years, school districts have begun to use CSMP for

_Evaluation Report B-B-4
Three Evaluations of Gifted Student Use
1981 o

The Comprehensive School Mathematics Program (CSMP) has been developed &s a

K=6 curriculum in mathematics for ordinary classroom use. Nevertheless, during -

L

glFted, upper track, etc. In the 1980-= 81 school year, three dlstrlcts did th1s

: and also carried out saﬁe kind of testing _program to evaluate student oubcomes;f

3

Each district had a somewhat dxfferenb student 1dent1f1catlon procedure, a

.instructive to characterize the differences between the.three anid standardize

the results so that comparisons can be made: In ®ach site (district) the
student achievement was measured using the MANS tests:

A R
: . . . t

In terms of Total MANS score, except in Fourth grade at Site 1, CSMP

T
[

outscored Non—ESMP at every ane of three grade level -at every site: S

- . . 7 ' . L "

In terms oFkthe six main MANS scale categorles there is consIderable
variation in the results dependlng on the category of scale. Nhereas the ESMP
advantage is relat1vely weak in Eompotahrén, Number Patterns & Relatxonshtps, |
and Word Problems, it is strong in EstImatlon and Other Number Systems

(fractions and decimals); and very strong in Probsblllty.

"
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Evaluation Report 8-C-1
Preliminary Study of ESMP "Graduates"

' 1981
One of the most important questio;L in the evatuation of CSMP is the
ability of CSMP students to learn and do mathematics after they have completed
“the CSMP K-6 program and are enrolled in & "regular" mathematics program.

N

The present study is a preliminary investigation of one aspect of this
question; a comparison of seventh grade math teachers' ratings of former CSMP
- versus former Non-ESMP students' performance in class.
The data are Far from definitive, but Ex-CSMP students seem to be doing at

least as well in their seventh grade math classes as Ex-Non-CSMP students ‘ghen

I

ability is controlled; and often they do better.
At two of thpée sites, Ex-CSMP students received higher teather ratings for

Practical Applications; this advantage was usually significant in one of the
sites; consistent but not guite significant at the other. At the Ehird site,
there were no differences between Ex=CSMP and Ex-Non-CSMP stiident )

s

° Further analysis at one of the sites showed that Ex-CSMP students received

significantly higher grades in mathematics, espgcially those in the middle
ability ranges. Interviews with seventh grade jnath teachers at a fourth site, where €S

Non-CSMP comparisons were not possible, confiphed the view that CSMP students
had no difficulty in adapting to the usual classroom activities of seventh
grade, and were in some ways, better students:

_53- 5
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Evaluation Report 9-A-1

Summary of Student Achievement Data, Draft Report

1982
g

- This draft report and draft report 9=A=2, will be revised info & Single
. \

Comprehensive Summary of ESMP.



Evaluation Report 9-A-2
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‘Evaluation Report 9<B-1 -
~ Sixth Grade MANS Test Data
1982

In the Sprlng of 1982, a comparison study of
conducted, comparing 26 sixth §Eé&é CSMP classes with 37 Non-CSMP classes.
This study was the Final one of the CSMP Extended Pilot Test, in which at
Buccessively higher grade levels, CSMP and Non=CSMP performance was compared.
Altogether, 10 school distFicts were represented in the present study. CSMP and
Non-CSMP classes were similar in overall éBiiity; both groups being well above

average. —
9 : -

The tests used for the comparison were the MANS Tests. An analysis of
covariance procedure on the class means was used, with a built=in Vocabulary
test serving as a covariate. The main results of this comparison of class

means were the following.:

Non=C SMP cLasses.

5
gilpn the 12 mathemat ics categories 1nto which the MANS Tests are divided,
CSMP- classes had slgﬁlflcantiy hlgher scores (p < .01) in 8 of “them:

Among the categorles produé%%g large differences in favor of CSMP were

those dealing with estlmatlon, ment al arIthmetlc, number patterns,

productxon of multlple answers; and algebraic processes.

classes had sxgnxflcantly higher scores (p < 05) : :4;' o

=ss=
88
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: Evaluation Report 9-€-1° . ' .

Sixth Grade Evaluation: Teacher Questionnaires :

w3y

- ’.C‘l.;';.:; . ‘)'.‘r
1982 S Zggiff A

This report describes non-test data collected from the classes tested in

report 9-B-1 including implementation data and teacher éttztudes.

i

Implementation )

~ Both CSMP and | Non=CSMP teachers: were quite experienced teachsrsi
averaged between 50-55 minutes of math time daily; and supplemented their
respectlve math programs about equally (14w of the tiﬁe) though CSMP
oriented for Non=CSMP teachers. CSMP teachers spent more time on_teacher-led
work and less on individual and small group work than did Non-CSMP teachers.
As a group (CSMP teachers were more often likely to follow lesson plans in
greater detail, think the lesson cohtents more challenging and view math clas
‘das more "fun", oriented toward creative act1v1t1es and orne of the easier

subject to teach than their Non-CSMP counterparts.

Teacher Attltudes v

€SMP teachers gave higher rating to their program on overall quallty,

student interest and involvement, concept achievement, ability to do logical

reasoning and word problems, and appropriateness for high ability students than

did Non—ESMP téééﬁéfé. ESMP teachers gavetinuen ratings on cumputat:on

Overall Evaluatxon

. The vast._ maJorlty of CSMP teachers gave highly {favorable evaluations of
_the program although some teachers thought it worked better with high or
"average ability students than it did with low ability students. An often cited
strong point was its impact on_students' thinking. Non-CSMP teachers; on the
other hand, while genérally satisfied with their programs,; stated that it was
adequate but cited the need for supplementary enrichment. ﬁﬁ
»

~
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t&ébéba’tiéen Ressarch Study ' . R
Bedford, Michigan -
1581
MANS tests were adninxatered only at second grade dde to their be1ng E
unavallable below grade two and due to the 1mcomp1ete 1mp1ementat1on of the
€SMP program in grédé three. Aii the second graders in the school using CSMP

were tested as were all the second graders in a comparable -school not using
!

CSMP;

Bédfﬁfd Michigan, is a m1dd1e ciass suburb of Toledo, Ohio, which is Jjust
across the state line. Bedford Public Schoois has four elementary schools,; one

of wh1ch used ESMP 1nf¢rmally with one teacher. in 1979 80 and Fbrmally wiﬂa

4

most of the teachers K-3 in 1980-81.
¢

. Due to Eﬁé smalil number of clééééé 1nvolved the 1ess conservatlve un}t

(studeﬁt) was used as the unit of analysis, (oF the resuits) On overall

results in Bedford are much the same- There are a few differences at the
category level. The Bedford CSMP students are relatively stronger in

Computation and weaker in Estimation than CSMP students elsewhere.

. =57~




- _ ., Cooperativeé' Research Study
Detroit; Michigan
71981

o

R ; The 5etrcit Pubiicvgchecia began using"fSMP in & relatively small number

‘of classes in grades K-1 in 1972. In 1979 money became. avallable to begin a

" full scale Impiementatlon of ESMP.VBurIng tﬁut FIrst year of Impiementatxon :

i)
REX -SRI .

‘théEé-EEEe the usual start Up probiqns one mtght antlctpate wtth thﬁs 1arge ;‘:(

' N . . > . ’4'

- B . I . . ! “vu. P
S - . Lomw -

. . . . o
v - T .

number of ciasses. o SN R i ; ;

PR : - : ; - . " § {i. | s )‘ T

. several 1mp1ementat10n problems remaln.« In order to assess the progress oF
e N o
"students in CSMP; a 301nt evaluat ion study was bonducted.by CEMREL and the ;u_ .

Detroit Public é’cﬁ’o’oié, ’c’ciiiipé’rih’g’ 10 CSMP and 10 comparable Non-E§M§ second : B
.grade clééééa. The "MANS té§t and the Math Score of the CAT-were used to

3 ) - S
compare the perfbrmance of the two groups of classes.

The CSMP classes had a higher total MANS score that Non-CSMP classes, but
the difference was not statistically éiéﬁi?iééﬁE; The Non—CSMP classes had a
small, but not significant advantage on the CAT Total Math:

p

The MANS performance of both CSMP and Non-ESMP classes in Detroit is qu1tef'

’

—
known to be among the better teachers.

*




Cooperative Research Study

BT o ~ Grinnell-Newburg, lowa /

3

‘- o em o T
’ - - : -t B . u

‘;,-".v ’ L

Approximately 40 students 1n Grlnnell parttcxpated in: the second

through Fourth—grade part of glfted @tudent ﬁfdéraﬁ in mathematlcs, thé grade-

Ieve& at whxch this evaluation study was conducted 3 it was the init1a1 use of

1;M;CSMP ‘in Grlnneii, the program supplemented the reguiar math program for about
o %5~—20 oF the txme.- _ [ : fr; ' ‘p.

At each grade ievei Bcares on the MANS tests adminxstered at the end of

for gimilar

,z

‘the 1980-81 year; were~compared with scores from the previous year
students in the saﬁéfgféaé who had not had CSMP. MANS scores increased at
grades two and three by 19%556& 7% respectively but dec11ned atrfourth;grade.By . 1" :
6% 7 ; } R L » n

) - ﬁ@." > o e

' CHGE T i ' \ : ’
Previous studies in whlch CSMP has been started at all grade levels the !
same year (rather than one—year—at-a—ttme) have shéwn that the greatest
benefits durIng the first year of the program occur’ for second graders; fourth
.graders take another year before reachlng the level of similar "experienced"

CSMP Ziydents. However, no previous studies have shoﬁn deciines in MANS

score}. Furthermore the pattern of gains and losses on individual MANS tests

was rather different. from previous studies.

the small number. oF students, the process of selection for testlng, and the -

differernces in test adn1n1strat10n where the role of the tester is cruclal

because of’ the novel nature oF the tests.

=59= 62




Cooperat ive, Research Study

Harrisonville, Missouri -

; S ‘ 1981

Approxxmateiy 40 stodents in grades 2-6 particxpated in the Harrtsonv:iie
School District program for gifted students: Part of the 1nstroctxon involved

the use of materials from the omprehensive School Mattiematics Program: These
students were pretested in Séﬁtéabéf,éﬁa 5a§t-eé§téd in' May; the tégtéihaéa

o
N

L were the ﬂANS tests, a specxal serles of tests developed to assess some oF the

‘
-

underlylng thlnklng skills oF CSMP w1thout usxng any oF its specxal terminology ;

Fal)
¥

or techlnxques.

e . - - ' . ! o .
. U ) . . -
b L -

3 .
© «

a

’,{ ) Thegfverage percent galns, across “the varlous subtests, were 6&4, ZZn and

5 9” For gradea 2=4 comblned fifth and 31xth Kespectlvely. : ‘

f' - . ’ A. ; g, X /7":

.
y o
.? i

results from prev1ous studies comparxng-CSMP and non-ESMPVstodents, as did the

galns For fifth graders. For sixth g%éaéfé, the 1owef gains can be at ieast

,partly explaxned by the ceiling E?Feetj'an most of the scales, tﬁe mean score
Q on tﬁé égg’*f’ waé ét least BO% leaving little.room for improvement.

N N
ot R

o The pattern of ga1ns was usually similar to the pattern of CSMP= non—CSMP

A

d1FFerences obtalned ‘in prevxous studles (w1th some exceptlons noted in this °

report) Scales on whlch sxgnlflcant differences had pr?v1ously been found

f




Janesyille, W;gaaagiﬁ | ;

iﬁﬁiéﬁéﬁtéti;ﬁiSEﬁay ' ' )j
| 1931

g 5

. : , ¥
The Janesville (WI) Public Sbhools adopteéjshe use of CSMP With the upper

i/d to 1/2) track classes: In 1980-81, approxi ateiy ‘half the teachers of

. (
thﬁse classes (K-6) choée to use the program Sg&te this is a unlque kind: of

1mplementat10n for ESMP, a site visit was arranged for May of this school year. ,
- - ‘j‘? "‘; > . .

This is a report of that visit. \ ',sg

- ' 5 -

‘Given the partxcuiar ‘method of lmplementat;on the Uanesviile adoptIon _ _

appears to be exemplary, it has gotten: of f tb a very good stﬁft and' appears to =~ -
have eXCElléht btbéhééts for .future cuntlnuatlon. State FUndlng Bppears to be

Even the second round of (mcqtly nUn-volunteer) teachers have been
i 3 x

brought around from largely a negatlve attxtude to a largely p031t1ve one.

' . . N . .
. . . - - . *S_. - -
- -5 N
. . % ]
\
. . , ) %
: : 0 :

- cont inuous.

N
dy
YN
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Cooperative Research Study

Janesville,Wisconsin Testing

1981 "i’*;*\

o .
During 1980-81, the Janesville Public Schqpls began the use of the CSMP
math program with about half of 1ts upper abllxty eiementary school classes.

Due to the unusual nature of this adopt%on, a rather intensive evaluatxon of )
5

students performance was carried out in grades 2 through 4. Tests used in the
usual CSMP evaluation studies were gIven to 11 ESMP and 10 comparable Non-C€SMP

classes In May.  The tests included both standard computation and a number of

MANS stales ‘developed fo test the effectiveness of the CSMP program.

L

&\ but perFormlng thelr Non-CSMP counterparts in much the same manner as has been

o o ‘

duifé bbéifi?e in favor of CSHP, the reader is ran1nded that the study was done :

.
: "on a relatlvely small number of classes, with teachers who volunteered to dse
/ . M .

. the new program. .

N

> -

-
|




al

.but, generally, CSMP students showed slxghtly more sophlstlcatlon in the1r

R 14
,5./!_ ;

. ) Booperative Research Study

t

J‘(”
-
Y

“ﬂ;¥lk; Ladue, Mlssoug}'

3,

U 1981

e R ]

been using CSMP for several years,

The.Lédue_(ﬁﬁj_ﬁﬁﬁiié Schools h
inplementing it one grads level per year With about half the clssses. In
1980-81 for the secord time; there wers sixth grade CSMP clasaes in Ewo of the
schools. )

A serf!: of tests was administered to the & slxth grade CSHP ciqsses and 6
Non-CSMP Eiésses; The study was a Foiiow-up to a study conducted last year in

fifth grade with many of the same students, though many of ‘the individual @

scales were being used for thé First time. Hence the study served the dual

purpose of a prellmlnary assessment oF CSMP sixth graders and a pilot trial oF

new MANS scaies. 4 : . L

CSMP classes had significantly higher total MANS scores tha

classes when .reading  scores ‘were used as a sta&iét‘éél control ror abllity

level of classes. Ve D

S were conducted with 30 31xth grade studenta 1n e,,,f A

assess students//ﬁnderstandlng of the MANS scales and’ thelr methods of '

-, .-

attempting tﬁem Two new tasks were also tried. The ihtétViéws WEEE'ﬁEiﬁéEiiy

P
developmental in nature and did not lend themselves to statlstlcal aggregation ' .

7/

/ .
nomenclature and ease of sblutlbﬁ. .

)




Cooperative Research Study.
New Orlesns, Lousiana
1981
o - J‘;' | 8
The MANS tests were administered to second, third; and §iitH:§Eédé,ESHP

and Non-CSMP classes in New Orleans. At each grade level a small number of

classes (7 to.9) was tested., L

In second gride, CSMP classes had higher mean'scores than Non-CSMP classes

on each
and 44:9 for Non-CSMP; but this difference was sigﬁifiCQﬁﬁ,éifﬁhiy the .2
tevel: | s -

s ! .

In third grade, CSMP classes had higher mean scores on 6 of the 7
categories. The acores on Total MANS were 66.7 for ESWP and 63.4 For Non-CSMP,

a difference which did not even approach significance:

In sixth grade, CSMP had higher scores on all 9 MANS categories;

.07 level.

" the smakf’ number of classes and degrees-of-freedom limit the
iﬁtéfaféeaEiéﬁ of the results; from a statistical and sampling point of view.
’seati§Eiaaify; a targe difference between ESMP and Non-ESMP scores. is required
beFore significance is achieved. Teachers were not randomly assigned and. there
is fio adequate way to determine the comparability of the CSMP and the Non-ESMP

teachers. ‘ Y




Cooperatlve Research Study
Ann Arbor, Michigan

1982 LT

In order to compare CSMP and Non-CSMP classes in mathematlcs performance a

spetiél sques of téﬁfé, the MANS Tests, was - admlnlstered by 3pec1811y tralned

testers to all sqcond and thlrd grade classes in Ann" Arbor . For the most part
‘these tests are probiem soiv1ng in. nature, ‘and involve mathemQ?}cal situatlon

-whlch were. unfamlllar to both ESMP and Noh-CSMP students. .The testing tcbg_

place in May, 1982, and involved a total of 93 classes. i

The mean Total MANS scores, after adJusting for dlfferences in-ainIty

t
N=-2N
W
N

Second Grade: - fEéMﬁ Classes - 98.2 > Classes -
: S L S I Y
LA \:’ I 7;—;?‘7 o e . . . PP r
U e N : . . A
o ':;-75 ﬁﬁ*, ce e o . . ',.'%;;
. Thirdt Grade: . CSMP“Classes - 122.8 ‘Non-CSMP Classes = 106.2
. oo L ) g - . . | Ea;,

At both Qfédé levels; the CSﬁﬁ classes ﬁéd hlgher scores by sbout 15%; and
this difference was- sxgnzf:cant at the .01 level on the Anaiysxs of Covariance

]

of class means,

grade level had hlgher scores on each of the seven £§£§ger1es which make up

the MANS test: The. relatlvely weakest perFormance of the,CSMP classes was in

category, and even there they had hxgher scores than Non—CSMP
5 .

‘classes; though the dlfference was not statlstxcaiiy szgnxflcant
' -65-

the Computation

6‘8
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Coopefative Research Study
*  Bronx, New York

1982

In order to assess the perFGrmance of Non-CSMP ciasses at P:i5: 71, Bronx,

New York, a spec1al series of tests, the MANS tests, was admintstered to

selected fourth grade Non-CSMP classes. For the most part; these tests are

problem solving in nature, and involve mathematical situations which were
unfamiliar to boEH'CSMP shd thiféﬁﬁ students. .fﬁé tests were admlnistered by
a specially. tralned tester to four fourth grade classes in Hay, 1982.
. - -
‘Tﬁéfé were no CSMP classes at P:S: 71 so Non-CSMP performance was compared.

to CSMP and Non—ESMP ciasses in dther districts which part1c1pated in the

- Spring; 1982° ﬁiNS testlng In each of those larger studies, CSMP classes had

slgnlflcantly hlgher scores thanrNon—CSMP classes. In general ,
. o o

classes performed 11ke other NOn ESMP ciasses, ises, thelr scores were lower

‘than CSMP classes. 5

[

s
&




© o

students. -Thes testing took place in May, 1982. = -
. 5 . . L.

7 Cooperative Research Study
Detroit, Michigan
" 1982.

In order to compare CSMP and Non-CSMP classes in mathemat ics performance a

special series of tests, the MANS Tests, was administered by a specially :
trained tester to 13 CSMP third grade classes and & Noh-CSMP classes in g/la
Detroit. For the most part these tests are problem solving: in_nature; -and
involve mathematical situations which were unfamiliar to bpth CSMP and Non-ESMP

. The mean-jotal MANSiscores, after adjusting for différences in ability - @ .
(measured by a special vocabulary test); were 90.3 for ['SMP cllasges versus 82.5

for Non~-CSMP classes: e L
f .? ;7"\ - *'i*
a

—

PA . A .
) P gf onal .05 1evel.. The L
level of significance achieved was. .20 on the Analys ®; of- Cov - S
means. Thus the probability of this large a differe cPgocurring by chanceAs: 5
less than .20, or less than once chance in 5. . The r ts are highly.~~ = - = - 7. -
suggestive; but do not conclusively demonstrate ‘that’ CSMP classes pre §Uﬁ¢5;ﬁfﬁ33:
e s e Ve,
. Coe- > 7 r

_This difference was not significant at the ’; 1,
77777 Covariance of class .¢

¢
LW

on these kinds dof tests: .

T, T ~

I - - Zw)
Z - = e

Inspection of the graphs of class means reveals tHat the Non-CSMP classes'#.{

per formance on the MANS test could be predicted quite well from vacabulary ° ;

scores. CSMP classes; however; tended to divide into: 2 groups. One group of ~
about .5 classes. performed like Non-CSMP classes in that the MANS 8COres were
very close to the regression line on Vocabulary score. The remaining B classes
performed the way CSMP classes in othep. sités have histgrically per forméd; that
ié;iﬂ'hfigh'e;.’ MANS scores. Three classes in particular had very high scores:
CSMP therefore benefitted'most; but not all classes, and this differential
effect may be due to differences in' teacher ability, or willingness; to

impiiment the curriculum. -
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_grades. It was there fore - not’”l’

Cooperative Research Study
. -
Glendale-River Hills, Wisconsin
L e x
‘1982
).
CSMP is beihg used as the bhly mathematics curriculum in Glendale-River

1,_~ -

j as a supplement in fourth and fifth

¢

1i{6le to compare, at any grade level,
B ) , S . & B -
mathematics achievefient of CSMP éhdAth:CSMP classes within the district.

However, at each of these grade levels, comparison studies were being conducted

at’ other sites and it was therefore p0331ble to compare Glendale elasaes w1th

those i~ other districts. - ‘

.3

-

e

ance some fourth and fifth grade students in Glendale d1d have preVIOUs

ESMP experIence, it was also possible .at these grade itevels to compare their

+

performance with the performance of the other Glendale students.” The.vehlcle‘

‘for this evaluation was the MANS tests (Mathematics Applied to Novel

Situations) .

&

In general,. ﬁkghdéie, (CSMP) setond éhd tﬁird grade clases performed

better than comparable Non-CSMP clases elsewhere, but not qu1te as well as

'

comparable CSMP cleses at other 31tes; While the Glendale fourth and fifth

grade classes perfcrmed about as well as compereble cl sses (taking CSMP and’

Non-CSMP as a group); enalysis at the student level srowed ex-CSMP Glendale

L™ [
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L}



g , |
Eooperative Research Study
Globe, Arizona, _
] ’ +d
A 1982

In 1981-82, the Comprehensive School Mathematics Program (CSMP) was being
used in some K-2 classes in Globe. In May, 1982 a small study was conducted

. to compare two CSMP secoqp "gpade classes and two Non-CSMP secorid grade classes.

The vehicle f

Novel Situations). = | o R Y

3

)

school dlstrxct, 1t.was posslble tO‘analyze~the combined per formance oFJthése;

'CiéS§és éﬁdstb evaluate the per formance oF the Globe clases in this context:

,
- . e »
N
.

i
Dverall CSMP cla§%es had sxgnIf1cantly‘h1gher scores. than Non-CSMP

classes. However, the Globe CSMP classes do not appear to be d01ng as well as

'gTsewhere. N : o 773ﬁ7
...y'-- H ",;3 ‘ . e ‘-
w&§ ’
a . The Globe NUn-CSMP classes peerrmed very much like comparable NUn—CSMP

classes elsewhere

P
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3

Cooperative Research Study

Hawaii

T 19m2

In order to compare 'c'sﬁPf and Ncn-bSﬁii classes in métﬁéﬁétics performance a

special series of tests, the MANS Tests, was admlnlstered by a spec1ally

trained tester to three CSMP seccnd grade c}asses and to three Non-= CSMP classes

in Hawaii: For the most part these tests are: problem solving in nature, and

1nvolve mathemattcal s1tuat10ns WhICh were unfamiliar to both CSMP and Non—CSMP

'students. The testxng took piace in May, 1982.

The mean TbtéluﬂiNSlseéres; after adjusting for dIfﬁerences in abliiti

(measured by & special vocabulary test), were as follows:

Lo e . -
. K v 1
s b :

Second ﬁréQég i 112 0 - o

the MANiiiFStS’ and 31gn1f1cantly hlgher sccres on Four of them Computatlon;
T
Estimation; ReiatIonshIps and Number Patterg& and Word Problems. .
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Cooperative Research Study

aahegv1115; Wisconsin ,3§,i;
.. : PN :
— oy .

1982 L mT

In ordes to assess the performance of CSMP classes in Janesvtiie, a

§

special series of tests, the MANS tests, was admlnlstered to selected cS ﬁ_

3

..

classes in'grades 2 - 5. For the most . part, these tests are problem so}vxng in

-.‘# .

and Non-ESMP ataaéat§;< The tests were admlnlstered by specially trained

- testers’'in 15 Janesville classes in May, 1982.

There were no Non-ESMP classes in Janesville comparable in ability to :
these high ability CSMP classes: The CSMP performance at each grade level in
Janesville was therefore compared to ESMP and Non-ESMP classes in other

districts which participated in MANS testing at the same time during Spring,

' 1982. In each of thosé largér studiés'ésnp clases ﬁéa;gigairiaaafiy‘ﬁigﬁéf ;;

performed at least as well as other CSMP classes and contributed to the overaitl

CSMP advantage: At second grade, the overall JanésVillé oerrornanee was not as

“ stron as other cSsMpP cl ses, but was generally better than comparable Non-CS
ng ??

ciasses. : = - o f

The Janesville classes alse reflected the strong (and significantly
higher) CSMP scores in particular categories of mathematical problems; espec=
ially those dealing With~ estimationjrnental arithﬁetie and number patterns
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